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Department of Communication Western Kentucky University 
The current study fills a gap in the communication and management literature by 
providing additional insight regarding the effective communication strategies used by 
church leaders during organizational change. The researcher sought to find out how 
beliefs held by church members predicted their receptivity to change and their intent to 
leave their organization. Participants from diverse church denominations (N = 208) 
completed an online survey questionnaire asking them to think about a particular change 
they had experienced in their current or former church. The results of statistical analysis 
showed: (a) Church members´ beliefs regarding discrepancy, efficacy, principal support, 
and valence, positively predicted their receptivity to change, and negatively predicted 
their intention to leave the organization; (b) beliefs regarding valence were the most 
relevant for church members to become receptive towards change, and for them to stay in 
their church during organizational change; (c)  among the trust dimensions, benevolence 
acted as a mediator in the relationship of principal support and valence with intent to 
leave. This study provides some evidence regarding organizational change in a volunteer-
based church context. Practical applications are discussed for church leaders who are 
implementing change in their congregation. Additionally, future directions are proposed. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 With 2.3 million nonprofit organizations in the United States (Blackwood, Roger, 
& Pettijohn, 2012), there is no doubt that the non-profit sector has a large role to play in 
the lives of those who live in this country. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
(2014), “about 62.6 million people volunteered through or for an organization at least 
once between September 2012 and September 2013” (n.p.). The great number of 
volunteers in 2012-2013 is indicative of how much the American population cares and is 
willing to give their time and resources towards certain causes. Moreover, one may find 
volunteers from all ages, from teens (16- to 19-year olds) to people over 45 years old 
(U.S. Department of Labor, 2014).  People of all ages participate in nonprofit 
organizations every day. 
 In particular, religious institutions are the most popular organizations among 
nonprofits. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (U.S. Department of Labor, 2014) 
religious organizations accumulated more volunteer hours between September 2012 and 
September 2013 than any other nonprofit organization; 33 % of all who volunteered did 
so in a church or faith-based organization. These statistics indicate the importance of 
faith-based organizations within North American society. As a matter of fact, 43.1 
percent of Americans report attending church on a weekly basis (Newport, June, 2010). 
Therefore, one could argue that Americans are active participants in faith-based 
organizations  
 The faith-based organizations of particular significance for this study are places of 
worship. There are many different religions with many different places of worship in 
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North America, but only those organizations that claim to be a “Church” will be 
examined through the current research study. A Church is “a body or organization of 
religious believers” (Church [Def. 3], n.d.).  One can find several different churches in 
the U.S., including Catholic, Baptist, Methodist, Nondenominational, and many other 
churches. Although these organizations may have distinctive characteristics of their belief 
system and theology, they all exist to provide a place of worship to God, and they all also 
face many challenges.  
Similar to other organizations, churches face the challenges created by an ever-
changing environment and culture. According to Hadaway (2011), congregations must be 
willing to change if they want to maintain their members and grow. Hadaway’s (2011) 
statement makes sense because if a main goal of a church is to reach out to its 
community, the organization must consistently adapt its strategies in order to more 
effectively serve a community influenced by cultural shifts and development. When these 
changes occur, church leaders may propose new ministries, worship services, facilities, 
and locations, among other options. In addition, church leaders may be forced to adjust 
budgets to survive during times of economic crisis. Often, budget adjustments may lead 
to additional changes, including changes in leadership and the elimination or halting of 
certain events and ministerial activities. There is little doubt that churches will experience 
significant change through the years; however, due to the hardships of implementing 
change, organizational change in churches requires effective leaders who can use 
excellent communication strategies to develop change in significant ways. 
Implementing change is complex in any type of organization. However, church 
leaders may face additional challenges when going through change. One of those 
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challenges include retaining members. According to McMullen (2011), on a regular 
basis,  “religious congregations…struggle to not only bring new participants/members in 
the door, but also to retain them as contributing participants in the life of the 
congregation” (p. 1). One could argue that implementing change in a congregation may 
add another layer of complexity to the task of retaining members. For example, 
organizational change typically generates uncertainty among organizational members 
(Bordia, Hobman, Jones, Gallois, & Callan, 2004), which will lead to organizational 
conflict (Raza & Standing, 2011; Smith and Sellon, 2008).  According to Hadaway 
(2011), protestant congregations that experience a variety of conflicts have a tendency to 
lose members. In addition, church members who feel unhappy or disagree with the 
changes in their organization may find it easier to leave the church than paid employees. 
This is because church members do not have the pressure of losing their income when 
they leave their church. Furthermore, unlike paid employees who may struggle with 
finding an alternate job when needed, church members can easily transfer to another 
religious institution when they feel unsatisfied with their current church. 
Additionally, leaders who implement change within a church may find it more 
challenging to avoid resistance to change than leaders who work with paid employees. In 
church communities, each member of the organization is as important as the leaders. 
Consequently, church members are usually given the right to voice their opinions 
regarding change in the organization (Smith & Sellon, 2008), as the leaders in the 
congregation have the obligation to listen to what their members feel and think about the 
decisions that are being made. For that reason, church members have more voice and 
decision-making power than paid employees. Thus, church members who disagree with 
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changes proceeding in their organizations may resist more actively and freely, 
influencing other church members to join in resisting those changes (Smith & Sellon, 
2008).  
Given these particular characteristic of faith-based organizations, it is reasonable 
to expect that implementing changes in a church will be an extremely delicate and 
complex process. Therefore, when implementing change, church leaders may need to use 
communication strategies in a different way than corporate, for-profit leaders. For 
instance, a pastor may need to focus on getting every single formal and informal church 
leader on board with the change plan before communicating the plan to the rest of the 
church members. In addition, pastors may need to prepare to have many church meetings 
where the church members are allowed to ask questions and raise their concerns 
regarding the change.  
Communication literature often provides different types of advice for 
organizations going through change (e.g., Lewis, Schmisseur, Stephens, & Weir, 2006). 
However, the advice is usually directed towards corporations or organizations with paid 
employees. In short, volunteer-based organizations have been overlooked in the past 
organizational change research. In particular, although almost half of the residents in the 
United States attend a church (Newport, June, 2010), few studies have been conducted to 
better understand what communication strategies work when church leaders implement 
change. As stated earlier, because church members participate voluntarily, research on 
change with church congregations could be useful not only among church leaders, but 
also among nonprofit leaders who work with volunteers.  
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As churches continue to restructure in order to survive and achieve their goals, it 
is important that their leaders are able to implement effective communication strategies 
during organizational change. Therefore, this study will fill a gap in the communication 
and management literature by providing additional insight regarding the effective 
communication strategies used by church leaders during organizational change. In 
addition, the study analyzes communication that affects church members’ receptivity to 
change and intent to leave, and how trust in leadership may impact the effectiveness of 
such communication. The next section of this paper reviews relevant literature regarding 
organizational change in the church context, (b) church members’ beliefs, (b) receptivity 
to change, (d) intent to leave, and (c) organizational members’ trust in leadership.  
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Today scholars have become increasingly interested in organizational change. 
From studies that focus on the stages of organizational change (Lewin, 1947) to research 
that seeks to give effective communication advice and strategies to use during the 
implementation of change (Allen, Jimmieson, Bordia & Irmer, 2007; Dulaney & Stanley, 
2005; Lewis, 2007; Lewis, Schmisseur, Stephens, & Weir, 2006) the literature has 
focused on various aspects of the topic. However, most of the empirical studies 
concerned with organizational change have been conducted among paid employees only. 
For example, Allen et al. (2007) studied a public sector organization regarding the 
relationship between different sources of communication and uncertainty during 
organizational change. Their qualitative study indicated that employees preferred 
information from direct supervisors regarding change implementation and changes 
related to their jobs. Additionally, Allen et al. (2007) found that trust was one of the main 
reasons why employees preferred their direct supervisors, rather than their senior 
managers, to communicate change-related information.  Their research suggested that 
employees trust their direct supervisors to communicate more truthfully regarding the 
changes than their senior managers.  
Similarly, Lewis et al. (2006) analyzed 38 bestselling books on the topic of advice 
during organizational change. According to their analysis, most of the best-selling books 
regarding organizational change advised organizational leaders to promote participation 
and appropriate information dissemination, and to communicate about the mission and 
vision of the company. Lewis et al. (2006) determined that, despite the fact that often the 
advice is underspecified and contextual, these books “appear to be useful summaries, to 
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some extent, of related scholarly research” (p. 134). However, following the trend in 
scholarly research, even these popular books only direct their advice to the managerial 
forces who work in corporations with paid employees. 
In the same way, following Armenakis, Harris, and Field’s (1999) and Klein’s 
(1996) research, Torppa and Smith (2011) tested the effectiveness of a communication 
plan in a large public sector organization. Their results showed that employees’ beliefs 
regarding five critical factors in a communication plan (i.e., discrepancy, efficacy, 
valence, principal support, and appropriateness) were positively related to their 
receptivity to change (Torppa & Smith, 2011). These results are very interesting, but 
given the corporate characteristics of the organization under study, questions can be 
raised regarding the external validity of the study in other types of organizations such as 
church congregations.  
Organizational Change in the Church Context  
Effective communication strategies that work for corporations may work 
differently – or not work at all - for churches because of their unique characteristics. For 
instance, according to Mead (2005), “congregations have a wealth of stability in them. 
They resist change. They are organizations in homeostasis, in equilibrium – they tend to 
stay put” (p. 79-80). Towns (1997) suggests there are several reasons why church 
members may resist change in their congregations. Among those reasons one may find 
that church members resist change because they do not understand the need for change, 
they feel a lack of ownership over the change, and they perceive the change as a threat to 
their habits and patterns in the church. In addition, Towns (1997) also indicates that 
church members resist change because they think the sacrifice is too big, they feel a loss 
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of security and control, they are satisfied with the way things are going in their church, 
and they favor tradition. As Towns (1997) and Mead (2005) suggested, church members 
tend to resist change for a variety of reasons, which makes it difficult to lead change in 
this type of organization. 
 Moreover, although churches function with a main leader (the pastor) and leaders 
who could be equivalent to supervisors (associate pastors and deacons), this type of 
organization is also made up of several volunteers (lay leaders). Christian literature has 
suggested that “when it comes to congregational change every person in the congregation 
is a leader. Every person has a ring of influence, whether or not he or she is aware of it” 
(Smith & Sellon, 2008, p. 36). If every organizational member in a congregation is in fact 
a leader who may advocate or reject the changes the formal leaders (pastors, deacons, 
etc.) are trying to implement, it is clear that implementing congregational change can be 
very different from implementing change among paid employees.  
In addition to the aforementioned church characteristics, a church congregation is 
also thought to be like a "family.” Church members develop strong interpersonal 
relationships with each other and their leaders, and care very much about the wellbeing of 
their organization. Therefore, when organizational changes are needed in a congregation, 
the resolution or steps taken to implement change may bring more emotional reactions 
from the members of the organization than the ones experienced in a corporation. 
According to Smith and Sellon (2008), church members do not want to experience 
change in their congregations, therefore, “when changes begin to take place, even much-
desired changes, the climate can become highly charged emotionally” (p. 43). Such 
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emotions can be difficult for church leaders to deal with, making it more challenging for 
them to manage change. 
Furthermore, unlike in a corporation where employees may be forced to comply 
with organizational changes to maintain their jobs, congregational members have much 
more freedom when it comes to expressing resistance to change. They experience such 
freedom because church members are not at risk of losing their membership when 
voicing dissent. Moreover, since the membership in a church is only driven by emotional 
attachment and identification with the church (as opposed to economic gain), church 
members may choose to leave the organization if they feel as though the change 
implementation negatively affected their identification with the organization. Losing 
members is one of the most difficult challenges for church leaders, as retaining their 
members is vital for the survival of their organization. Consequently, church leaders are 
in great need of communication strategies for successful change. 
Christian literature mirrors some of the management strategies that researchers 
recommend during organization change. One particular example is Smith and Sellon’s 
(2008) book about renewing congregations. In this book the authors present the four P’s 
of change proposed by Bridges (1991); purpose, picture, plan, and part. Smith and Sellon 
(2008) suggest that these four P’s represent the answers to the questions by church 
members who are experiencing change: “What is the purpose of doing this? What’s the 
picture of what this will look like and feel like for the people? What is the plan for 
getting there? And, will there be a place for me…what part will I play?” (Smith & 
Sellon, 2008, p. 39). Smith and Sellon (2008) argue that when people complain or make 
challenging comments regarding the change they are experiencing in their congregation, 
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most likely they are just wanting to know the answers to the questions involving Bridges` 
(1991) four P’s.  
The questions and concerns that church members have regarding change in their 
congregations may present themselves in different ways, but will certainly be related to 
Bridges` (1991) four P’s. For example, an elderly woman complains to her pastor and 
leaders because she feels that the changes being implemented in her church are only 
going to benefit young children and families. In this situation the church member was 
voicing her concern regarding what Bridges  (1991) calls the fourth P; she wanted to 
know if there was still a place for her in the organization (Smith & Sellon, 2008). 
Likewise, many other questions may arise from the congregation regarding the purpose, 
the picture, and the plan. For instance, if a church is planning to add a new contemporary 
service, congregational members may ask, what is the main goal for this new service 
(purpose)? How will this new service impact the way they feel in the church (picture)? 
And, how will the leaders of the church go about incorporating this new service (plan)? 
These questions are only examples of the different ways church members will voice their 
concern and questions regarding the change experience in their church, and leaders in the 
church should be prepared to effectively answer such questions.  
In order to avoid negative reactions during change, Smith and Sellon (2008) 
emphasized the importance of constant communication. They stress that “if you’re not 
absolutely sick of trying to get the message out to the congregation about purpose, 
picture, plan, and each member’s place in everything you do and in every place you go, 
you have not communicated enough” (Smith & Sellon, 2008, p. 41). Clearly, 
communication plays a key role when implementing change in a congregation. However, 
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empirical studies on effective communication strategies during organizational change in a 
faith-based organization are still limited. Because churches experience many unique 
challenges when implementing organizational change, it would be extremely beneficial to 
investigate effective communication strategies for congregations that are experiencing or 
have experienced change. More importantly, it is also important to take a look at how 
church members’ beliefs about the proposed change could impact their reaction towards 
such change.  
Church Members’ Beliefs during Change 
 
Torppa and Smith (2011) conducted an empirical study that tested the 
effectiveness of a communication plan for change. They took suggestions by Armenakis, 
Harris, and Field (1999) to find out how an organizational member’s beliefs regarding 
certain precursors impacted their attitudes towards change. According to Armenakis et al. 
(1999), organizational members hold certain beliefs regarding leaders’ communication 
about organizational change including: (a) discrepancy, (b) appropriateness, (c) efficacy, 
(d) valence, and (e) principal support. 
 Discrepancy: Organizational members expect that leaders can explain "the 
difference between where the organization is and where it needs to be" (Torppa & Smith, 
2010, p. 63). When members believe that their organization needs to do something 
differently to reach its goals, they are more likely to accept the change. According to 
Smith and Sellon (2008), when experiencing organizational change, church members will 
ask about the purpose of the change. Members who believe their church is experiencing 
discrepancy would more than likely also believe that there is a legitimate purpose for the 
change.  
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 Appropriateness: Organizational members expect leaders to communicate how 
the change is pertinent to solve the existent discrepancy (Armenakis et al., 1999), because 
members who believe that the change plan is appropriate to reach the organization’s goals 
will also most likely embrace the change.  Additionally, Smith and Sellon (2008) argue 
that in the church context members will ask about what it will look like to get there 
(picture) and what the plan is when experiencing organizational change. One may assume 
that when church members believe that the proposed change is appropriate, they also will 
believe that both the picture and the plan make sense.  
Efficacy: Organizational members expect leaders to relay information that assures 
that the organization is capable of implementing the change (Armenakis et al., 1999). It is 
logical to assume that organizational members who believe that their organization is 
prepared to drive the change will also be more likely to support the change. As mentioned 
before, church members experiencing change will ask questions about what it will look 
like and how it will feel to implement change (Smith & Sellon, 2008). One could suggest 
that church members who believe in the efficacy of their congregation to implement 
change, will also believe that the plan and the picture to get there make sense.   
 Valence: Organizational members expect leaders to show that the implementation 
of the change will be favorable to the organizational members (Armenakis et al., 1999). 
When organization members believe that their role in the organization will not be 
negatively impacted by the change, they will be more likely to embrace the change. This 
is also important in church congregations, as members may fear that the change will 
mean that they will lose their place in the church (Smith & Sellon, 2008). 
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 Principal Support: Organizational members expect leaders to communicate that 
the organizational change is supported by the top management of the organization 
(Armenakis et al., 1999). When members believe that all their leaders and respected peers 
support the change, they are also more likely to accept it. Principal support should also 
play a big role when implementing change in church congregations, as church members 
not only respect and follow the opinion of their leaders, but also the opinion of their 
fellow church members (Smith & Sellon, 2008). Therefore, one could expect that church 
members who believe that the people they respect support the change implemented in 
their congregation will accept and support the change more easily than those who do not.  
Torppa and Smith’s (2011) research in a large public corporation could be useful 
for churches going through change. Their study’s results showed that the beliefs that 
employees had regarding discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, principal support, and 
valence while experiencing change were positively correlated with their receptivity to 
change, and accounted for 58% of the variance. In addition, the authors’ study indicated 
that the belief that employees had regarding discrepancy alone, accounted for 8% of the 
variance. As the beliefs regarding discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, principal 
support, and valence, seem to be related to the questions that Smith and Sellon (2008) 
claimed would come up during organizational change in the church context, one may 
suggest that the beliefs that church members have regarding these five precursors would 
also have an impact on church members’ receptivity to change. 
Receptivity to Change  
 Studying receptivity to change is relevant during organizational change research 
because  the more receptive to change members are, the easier and more effective it is to 
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implement change. Receptivity to change can be defined as "a measure of how receptive 
a person, group or organization is to change" (Frahm & Brown, 2007, p. 374).  It is well 
known that during organizational change, church members may become resistant. 
According to Smith and Sellon (2008), 
The majority of people in your congregation will experience congregational 
change in this way. Reasonably satisfied with their church experience, they may 
see little reason for change. Members will resist making the needed transitions 
unless they are convinced that there’s a good reason for changing what they think 
already works well enough. (p. 38) 
Considering how easy it is for church members to resist change, it is important that 
church leaders understand how to help them become more receptive toward change.  
Different researchers have focused on finding out what strategies work best to 
help employees become more receptive toward change. For example, various studies 
have shown that organizational members may become more receptive to change if they 
are invited to be involved in the change plan (e.g., Bordia et al., 2004; Frahm & Brown, 
2007; Smith & Torppa, 2010). More importantly, Frahm and Brown (2007) suggested 
that organizational members will become receptive if they feel enough information has 
been delivered to them regarding the change plan.  Similarly, in their study of a large 
corporation, Torppa and Smith (2011) found that when employers developed and 
executed a communication plan that responded to the employees’ beliefs regarding 
discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, valence, and principal support, the employers 
were more likely to become receptive towards change.  
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In a church context, Smith and Sellon (2008) have suggested that church leaders 
need to answer questions regarding the four P’s (i.e., purpose, picture, plan, and place). 
These questions could be answered by messages regarding discrepancy, appropriateness, 
efficacy, valence, and principal support. For example, the purpose of the change will be 
answered by messages regarding the discrepancy in the congregation (“We need to attract 
younger people to the church, and this is why we need to have a new contemporary 
service”). When church members wonder about how the changes will affect them 
(picture) and what the plan for implementing the change will look like (plan), leaders can 
communicate about how the plan will be appropriate to implement the changes 
(appropriateness), along with how the church is prepared and capable of implementing 
the changes (efficacy). Additionally, the place that the members will have in their 
congregation after the changes will be answered by messages regarding how the changes 
will benefit them (valence).  Lastly, one may expect that if church members believe that 
their respected leaders and peers support the change, they are more likely to embrace the 
change (Smith & Sellon, 2008). Thus, church members’ beliefs regarding these five 
precursors are very important and will positively affect their receptivity to change. 
Therefore, the following hypothesis was developed: 
H1: Church members’ beliefs about the discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, 
principal support, and valence of their organization’s change plan will positively 
predict the church members’ receptivity to the change. 
 
Intent to Leave 
 
 One of the major challenges faced by any volunteer-based organization is to retain 
members. This is a challenge that is particularly significant for churches (McMullen, 
2011.), as their survival depends on their members’ commitment to remain in the 
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organization; churches cannot function without their member’s monetary support or 
active participation. Unfortunately, volunteer-based organizations - such as church 
congregations- have a higher risk of losing their members, as they do not present the 
monetary incentive offered to paid employees by for-profit corporations. When an 
employee considers leaving an organization, he or she must evaluate the financial 
practicality of such a decision and ask the question: “Can I currently afford to live 
without a job?” The employee may truly want to leave his or her organization, but may be 
held back due to the need for a salary. Conversely, volunteers stay in an organization 
because they believe in the cause and/or mission of that organization, and thus, are 
willing to invest their time. Consequently, when a volunteer evaluates whether or not to 
stay in an organization, they may find it easier to leave as they do not have any risk in 
their financial stability. As it appears, a risk of losing church members is a constant threat 
for faith-based organizations. 
 In addition, it is challenging for church leaders to retain their members when there 
are a variety of other church options. For instance, according to the 2010 U.S. Religious 
Census: Religious Congregations and Membership Study (Association of Religious Data 
Archives, 2012), there are a total of 344,894 different congregations in the US. Granted, 
not every congregation is of the same tradition; hence church members will not 
necessarily perceive every single congregation as an alternative to their current faith-
based organization. However, when looking at the most popular church denominations in 
one of the counties studied in this research (e.g., United Methodist and Southern Baptist), 
one may find that in 2010 there were 23 United Methodist churches and 49 Southern 
Baptist churches (Association of Religious Data Archives, 2012) in the area. Given these 
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options, church members from such denominations may find it less difficult to leave their 
current congregation than employees who wish to leave their job place.   
 If church leaders face the challenge of retaining members on a regular basis, one 
might expect this task to be an even greater challenge when the organization is 
implementing change. In 2006 LifeWay Resaerch conducted a survey with 415 church 
members who switched churches for other reasons than moving location. Their study 
showed that 16% of the participants switched churches because of unwelcome changes in 
their congregation (LifeWay Research, 2007). These results could be explained by church 
members’ resistance to change. The literature has suggested that church members are 
extremely resistant towards organizational change (Mead, 2005; Smith & Sellon, 2008). 
Change can provoke stress, fear, and discomfort among organizational members (Bordia 
et al., 2004). Given what we know about change and church congregations, one may 
expect church members to question their desire to stay in an organization because of the 
negative feelings provoked by organizational change. Therefore, if church members are 
not able to understand and accept the change implemented in their organizations, their 
intent to leave may increase. 
 Intent to leave has been studied by several researchers interested to find out how 
and why organizational members make the decision to leave an organization. According 
to Tett and Meyer (1993), intent to leave represents “a conscious and deliberate 
willfulness to leave the organization” (p. 262). Scholars studying intent to leave or 
voluntary turnover have identified commitment to an organization as a significant factor 
influencing an organizational member’s intention to leave his or her organization 
(Chughtai & Zafar, 2006; Liou, 2009). Particularly, Meyer and Allen (1991) developed 
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an organizational commitment model that included three main factors: (a) affective 
commitment, (b) normative commitment, and (c) continuance commitment. 
 Although there have been questions regarding the applicability of Meyer and 
Allen’s (1991) model in volunteer-based organizations, a recent study conducted by 
Vale´au, Mignonac, Vandenberghe, and Gatignon Turnau (2013) showed that the three 
types of commitment (i.e., affective, normative, and continuance) are actually present in 
volunteers. Their study suggested that Meyer and Allen’s (1986) model of organizational 
commitment may also apply to faith-based organizations such as Christian congregations 
or churches. Therefore, one could expect that by understanding how organizational 
commitment is affected by organizational change one could better understand the 
reasoning behind church members leaving their organizations during or after change. 
  More importantly, previous research has linked three types of organizational 
commitment with organizational involvement (Brown, 1996; Khan, Jam, Akbar, Khan, & 
Hijazi, 2011). For instance, in their study with paid employees, Khan et al. (2011) 
reported that job involvement was positively related to affective commitment, 
continuance commitment, and normative commitment. Since commitment can predict 
intent to leave (Chughtai & Zafar, 2006; Liou, 2009), one may expect that involvement in 
the organization would also play a significant role as it relates to intent to leave. In fact, a 
study done by LifeWay Research (2006) reported that “20 percent of respondents said 
they left because they ‘did not feel engaged or involved in meaningful church work’” 
(para. 9). On the other hand, highly involved church members may find that the cost of 
leaving is too high; additionally, when experiencing change, church members may stay 
through the process - even though they do not agree with the changes - because they see 
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themselves as an integral part of making the changes happen in a more positive and 
efficient manner.  
  Given the tendency that church members resist change, one could expect changes 
within a church to threaten organizational commitment. Considering Meyer and Allen’s 
(1991) model, church members may perceive that changes within their organization 
negatively impact the values of the organization (i.e., affective commitment). Moreover, 
members that are going through change may feel as though they do not have their place 
in the organization, which may lower their perceived obligation (i.e., normative 
commitment) towards their congregation. Furthermore, church members who do not 
understand or like the changes being implemented may find that the cost of leaving (i.e., 
continuance commitment) their church is much lower than it was before. However, the 
negative impact that change can have on a church member’s commitment might not 
impact someone’s intentions to leave if that member is highly involved in their 
congregation. Additionally, church members’ commitment might remain intact, and their 
intention to leave might not increase, if their leaders effectively communicate information 
that allows their members to have positive beliefs regarding discrepancy, appropriateness, 
efficacy, principal support, and valence. Thus, the following hypothesis was developed: 
H2: Church members’ beliefs about the discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, 
principal support, and valence of their organization’s change plan will negatively 
predict intent to leave. 
 
Organizational Members’ Trust in Leaders 
 Trust has been defined by Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995) as “the 
willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the 
expectation that the other will perform a particular action important to the trustor, 
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irrespective of the ability to monitor…the other party” (p. 712). Additionally, Mayer, 
Davis, and Schoorman (1995) have suggested that one will be vulnerable to another 
person’s actions, if one perceives the trustee to have integrity, benevolence, and 
competence. In other words, a person decides to trust another individual when they 
believe that the individual will do what they said they would do (integrity), will keep the 
trustor’s best interest in mind (benevolence), and is capable of performing the action they 
said they would perform (competence). As it relates to this study, trust appears to be an 
important factor in all organizations, and particularly those experiencing change. 
Trust has a significant role between leaders and organizational members because 
it has been linked to many successful organizational outcomes, such as increased level of 
involvement in the organization’s goals (Thomas, Zolin, & Hartman, 2009) and 
employee’s performance (Mayer & Gavin, 2005). Therefore, it is not surprising that 
many researchers have studied what strategies could positively impact employee’s trust in 
leaders (e.g., Lines, Selart, Espedal & Johansen, 2005; Morgan & Zeffane, 2003; Rezaei, 
Salehi, Shafiei & Sabet, 2009; Saab, Tapia, Maitland, Maldonado & Tchouakeu, 2012; 
Smollan, 2013; Thomas, Zolin, & Hartman , 2009). Some of those studies have suggested 
that goodwill and friendship, (Saab et al., 2012) as well as a servant leadership style 
(Rezaei et al., 2009) build trust among organizational members. Given the positive 
impact of trust on organizational outcomes as discussed earlier, it is not surprising that 
trust would play a significant role during organizational change (Bibb & Kourdi, 2007). 
Considering the key role of trust during organizational change, one could expect 
that trust in leadership might be linked to the church members’ receptivity to change and 
intent to leave; as trust or the lack of trust may impact the organizational member's 
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willingness to accept change and to stay in the organization. Additional research has 
linked trust with organizational change in various ways. For instance, some literature 
suggests that trust in leaders is essential in minimizing member's negative reactions 
towards organizational change (Oreg, 2006; Oreg & Sverdlik, 2011). Moreover, a 
separate study conducted with registered nurses who were experiencing the 
implementation of a new program in a large northeastern hospital (Rousseau and 
Tijoriwala, 1999), indicated that trust in management played a mediating role when 
nurses decided whether or not they believe the reasons to implement the change were 
legitimate. They concluded that, “given the central role played by trust, consistent 
information from credible sources appear to be the key” (Rousseau & Tijoriwala, 1999, p. 
525). However, although organizational leaders may have previously built their 
credibility among employees, trust tends to go down during organizational change 
(Morgan & Zeffane, 2003).  
According to Bibb and Kourdi (2007), it is difficult for companies to maintain 
employee trust when implementing change. Change raises levels of uncertainty and 
vulnerability among organizational members, which in turn leads them to reassess their 
trust in leaders based on the kind of information they receive (Lines et al., 2005). 
Fortunately, there are certain factors that allow leaders to maintain trust. For instance, 
Lines et al. (2005) suggest that organizational members who perceive that their leaders 
are making quality decisions during change will be more likely to trust management. 
Furthermore, Bibb and Kourdi (2007) argue that trust during organizational change can 
be maintained, through “commitment, continuous attention, and, above all, the intention 
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to do it [implement change] well” (p. 110). Thus, leaders who are committed to efficacy 
during change implementation should be able to build trust among employees. 
Additionally, there are plenty of other studies that have focused on strategies to 
build trust during organizational change. For example, Morgan and Zaffaene (2003) 
found that “where employees felt greater involvement in the formal hierarchy - via 
consultation by supervisors or higher managers - they expressed greater trust in 
management” (p. 67). Moreover, when Thomas et al. (2009) studied the role of 
communication in developing trust in a group of employees from an oil company, they 
established that the quality of information - timely, accurate, and relevant information- 
was more important than the adequacy of information (i.e., amount of information) when 
building trust between employees and supervisors. However, when building trust among 
employees and managers, the adequacy of information is more important than the quality 
of the information. In a similar study regarding trust and change management, Smollan 
(2013) discovered that “perceptions of distrust contributed to higher turnover and stress 
and lower commitment to change” (p. 740). In addition, the study also indicated that 
employees held their upper management responsible for relaying “honest and full 
information…[and that] when decisions are made ‘behind closed doors’… employees 
doubt management’s integrity and anger and frustration prevail” (Smollan, 2013, p. 741-
742). In light of this research, one may expect that when congregational members are 
experiencing organizational change in their church, trust in those church leaders may play 
a central role in the members’ receptivity towards change, and their intent to leave or stay 
in the organization. 
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 One may suggest that trust can be key to a successful change implementation for 
three reasons. First, organizational members need to know that they can be vulnerable to 
the change that their leaders are proposing. Furthermore, in order for them to be 
vulnerable to their leaders’ change plan, they must believe that their leaders will follow 
through with what they have promised to do (integrity), and that they will have their best 
interest in mind (benevolence) (Bibb & Kourdi, 2007).  Lastly, according to Bibb and 
Kourdi (2007), organizational members must “trust…the capability and competence level 
of those in charge” (p. 108-109), because even when organizational members do not 
desire the change being implemented, they find comfort in knowing that their leaders 
know what they are doing. Consequently, when experiencing organizational change, 
organizational members may decide whether they trust their leaders or not, based on their 
perceived levels of integrity, benevolence, and competence (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 
1995).  
The role of trust during organizational change has not only been  studied among 
paid employees, but it had also been investigated in the church context. One particular 
study conducted with church members experiencing change indicated that leader's 
credibility played a significant role in the change implementation’s success (Pearse, 
2011). Consequently, one’s beliefs regarding discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, 
valence and principal support, will be positively related to the level of trust in their 
leaders during the change process. In turn, their resulting trust will positively predict 
receptivity to change, and negatively predict their intent to leave the organization.  Thus, 
taking into consideration the role that trust may play when church members are 
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evaluating whether they will resist the change or not, and whether they intend to leave 
their church or not, the following hypotheses were developed: 
 
H3: The relationship between the church members’ beliefs about the discrepancy, 
appropriateness, efficacy, principal support, and valence of their organization’s 
change plan, and their receptivity to change will be mediated by the level of trust 
in their leadership. 
 
H4: The relationship between church members’ beliefs about the discrepancy, 
appropriateness, efficacy, principal support, and valence of their organization’s 
change plan and their intent to leave will be mediated by the trust in their leaders. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODS 
  In order to test the hypotheses of the current research, this study employed an 
online survey questionnaire. The online survey was beneficial for this study because it 
allowed access to people in many cities across the states. In addition, the online survey 
appeared to be more convenient for participants, as it allowed them to take it from any 
location at any time. 
Procedure 
After obtaining IRB approval, the researcher recruited participants in this study 
through three main methods. First, 15 church leaders were contacted by sending a 
message via email and Facebook. In these messages (see Appendix C) the researcher 
explained the current project and asked if the leaders of the church would be willing to 
share the survey link with their members. Among these 15 leaders who were contacted, 3 
of them were willing to collaborate and encouraged church members to participate. In 
addition to these church leaders, the researcher used snowball sampling by contacting 
active church members so that they could promote the survey among their religious 
network. Lastly, the researcher also posted an invitation message on religious 
organizations’ Facebook groups and community boards.  
The online survey questionnaire was available from October 18th to November 8th 
through Qualtrics, at: https://wku.co1.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_0vzAbQUD401zLAF. 
Those who agreed with the consent form on the top page of the online survey took the 
anonymous questionnaire. Most of the participants completed the online survey in 
approximately 9 to 14 minutes. Four gift cards for the amount of $25 were offered by 
lottery as an incentive to participate.  
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Participants  
 Using a snowball sampling method as described earlier, a total of 250 people 
participated in this study. Among them, 42 were incomplete and excluded from data 
analysis. Thus, 208 surveys were used for data analysis. The participants included 75.8% 
females (N = 157), 24.2% males, and 1 individual who chose not to disclose his or her 
gender. The majority of the participants were 18-33 (56.7%; N = 118), followed by 34-49 
(25%; N = 52), 50-68 (15.9%; N = 33), and 69-86 (2.4%; N = 5). A majority of them 
(92.8%) were Caucasian (N = 193), 2.4% were African American (N = 5) and Hispanic 
(N = 5), and 1% was Asian (N = 2). Furthermore, one person indicated that his or her 
ethnicity was “other” than the options listed, and two individuals chose not to disclose 
their ethnicity (see Table B1.1, Appendix B). The participants’ churches were located in 
19 different states. The majority of the sample indicated their churches were located in 
Kentucky (62.5%; N = 130), followed by Georgia (12%; N = 25), and Ohio (5.8%; N = 
12); only 1 participant did not answer his or her church location (see Table B1.2, 
Appendix B). Additionally, participants were asked to indicate the denomination of the 
church to answer the survey. The denominations of the churches represented in this study 
were 17 in total. The majority of the participants belonged to a Baptist church (49%; N = 
102), followed by Disciples of Christ (12.5%; N = 26), Methodist (11.5%; N = 24), and 
Non-denominational churches (9.1%; N = 19); for details on the different denomination 
represented in this study, please see Table B1.3-B1.4, Appendix B.         
 The churches represented ranged from a small size with 50 or fewer attendees 
(9.6%; N = 20), to a mega size with more than 2,000 attendees (3.4%; N = 7). However, 
most churches represented were a medium size with 51-300 attendees (62.5%; N = 130), 
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followed by a large size with 301-2,000 attendees (24.5%; N = 51) (USAChurches.org, 
n.d.). These participants had been attending those churches from for 1 month to 58 years. 
Most of the participants had attended their churches for 1-5 years (35.4%; N = 73) and 6-
10 years (21.3%; N = 44). In addition, participants were asked about the time they spend 
in church activities in an average week. The level of involvement in the church (i.e., the 
time spent in church activities) varied greatly among participants, ranging from 0 (N = 3) 
hours to 60 hours (N = 1). Most participants spent 3 (16%; N = 35) to 4 hours (16%; N = 
35) involved in church activities. For the frequencies of the church sizes represented in 
the sample, the participants attendance, and the participant’s time spent in their church, 
please see Tables B1.5 - B1.7, Appendix B).  
 Lastly, participants were asked to report the type of change that their church was 
experiencing or experienced. The majority of participants indicated that their church had 
gone through change in leadership (59.6%; N = 124). In addition, 8.2 % of participants (N 
= 17) reported experiencing change regarding building new infrastructure, 6.2% 
experienced change regarding budged (N = 13), and 5.3% of participants (N = 11) 
experienced change regarding social issues (e.g. gay marriage, abortion, etc.). For of all 
the different changes that participants reported experiencing, please see Table B1.8-B1.9, 
Appendix B).  
Measurements  
Church members’ beliefs. This variable was measured by a modified version of 
the Organizational change recipients' belief scale (OCRBS) by Armenakis et al. (2007). 
This 24-item scale assessed organizational member's beliefs during organizational 
change. For this project, to be appropriate for a church setting, some of the terms were 
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modified.  For example, “The top leaders in this organization are ‘walking the talk’” was 
altered to read “The top leaders in this church are/were ‘walking the talk’.” The OCRBS 
scale consists of five beliefs including:  (a) discrepancy (e.g., "we need to change the way 
we do some things in this church"), (b) appropriateness (e.g., "when I think about this 
change, I realize it is appropriate for our church"), (c) efficacy (e.g., "we have the 
capability of successfully implementing this change"), (d) principal support (e.g., "my 
pastor/priest/leaders encourage me to support the change"), and valence (i.e., the belief 
that organizational members will experience some benefit from the organizational change 
(Armenakis et al., 2002); e.g., "this change  in my church will benefit me"). The items 
were measured with a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 
(strongly agree). 
 According to Torppa and Smith's (2011) report, the OCRBS scale proved to be 
reliable as they found that its Conbrach’s Alpha coefficient was .95. In addition, 
Armenakis et al. (2007) reported the Conbrach Alpha of each subscale as follows: .92 
(discrepancy), .95 (appropriateness), .86 (efficacy), .87 (principal support), and .94 
(valence). Moreover, Armenakis et al. (2007) tested the content validity of the scale, and 
found a Kappa coefficient of .87. Furthermore, Armenakis et al. (2007) tested the 
convergent validity of the scale by comparing each OCRBS’ sub-scales with the seven-
item Psychological Ownership Scale, and found a significant correlation between them, 
with correlation coefficients ranging from .19 to .44.  
 In the current study, reliability of each sub-scale of the OCRBS scale was 
computed. The results for the reliability are as follows: discrepancy (α = .88, SD= 4.21, 
M= 18.25), appropriateness (α = .93, SD= 4.18, M= 15.14), efficacy (α = .87, SD= 3.76, 
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M= 20.35), principal support (α = .79, SD= 4.37, M= 23.02), and valence (α = .88, SD= 
3.66, M= 13.29). 
 Receptivity to change. This variable was measured by a modified version of The 
Change in Organizational Culture Instrument developed by Dunham et al. (1989) and 
was selected to test receptivity to change. Torppa and Smith (2011) reported a 
Conbrach’s alpha coefficient of .95 for the full scale. Out of the 18 original items of this 
scale, only 6 items from the Affective Reaction to Change subscale were used to measure 
receptivity to change, because this subscale effectively reflects the variable under 
examination in this study. This subscale was modified to represent the church context, 
and included statements such as: "I resis the changes in this church,” and "most of the 
changes are irritating." The items were measured with a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  
 The reliability of this subscale was provided by Dunham et al. (1989), Huang 
(1993), and Klecker and Loadman (1999), who reported Conbrach’s alpha coefficients of 
.80, .94, and .90, respectively. Furthermore, Dunham et al. (1989) tested the construct 
validity of each of the subscales by comparing them with scales that measured "tolerance 
for ambiguity, dogmatism, growth need strength, and locus of control” (p. 9). Dunham et 
al. (1989) found a significant correlation between the affective reaction to change 
subscale and each of the other scales, proving the construct validity of the instrument. In 
the current study, the Change in Organizational Culture Instrument (receptivity to 
change) had a Conbrach’s Alpha of .94 (SD= 6.29, and M= 21.96). 
 Trust in leadership. This variable was assessed by a modified version of the 
Trustworthiness Scale. The17-item multidimensional scale was created by Schoorman, 
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Mayer, and Davis (1996a), and adapted by Mayer and Davis (1999), to measure the three 
dimensions of trustworthiness: (a) perceived ability (or competence), (b) integrity, and (c) 
benevolence of the supervisor (Mayer et.al., 1995). The items were adapted to reflect the 
relationship between church members and their leader (e.g., pastor, reverend, priest, etc.).  
Following Mayer and Davis (1999) adaptation, the scales included questions such as “My 
pastor/leader is very capable of performing his/her job” (ability/competence), “I never 
have to wonder if my pastor/leader will stick with his/her word” (integrity), and “My 
pastor/leader is very concerned with my welfare” (benevolence). These statements were 
measured with a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly 
agree (5). 
 Schoorman et al. (1996a) reported the following Conbrach’s alpha coefficients for 
each factor: ability (.93), integrity (.96), and benevolence (.95). In addition, their 
confirmatory factor analysis showed that these factors on the trustworthiness scales were 
all distinct. When researching the relationship between the three factors of 
trustworthiness (ability, integrity, and benevolence) with trust, Colquitt, Scott, and 
Lepine (2007) concluded that the factors “were all strongly related to trust levels” (p. 
914). In other words, ability (competence), integrity, and benevolence, each 
independently have a significant relation with trust (Colquitt, Scott, & Lepine, 2007).  
 Numerous scholars have used Schoorman et al.’s (1996a) scale to test 
trustworthiness. For instance, Mayer and Davis (1999) used their scale to find the effect 
that the performance appraisal system had on trust employees place on managers in a 
longitudinal study. Over 14 months, they reported Conbrach’s alphas of .85 and .88 for 
ability, .82 and .88 for integrity, and .87 and .89 for benevolence. Similarly, a study by 
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Mayer and Gavin (2005) measured trust in plant manager (PM) and trust in top 
management team (TMT), and how this one impacted employees’ performance. In their 
study the authors reported Conbrach’s alpha coefficients of .89 (PM) and .89 (TMT) for 
ability, .92 (PM) and .85 (TMT) for integrity, and .92 (PM) and .87 (TMT) for 
benevolence.  
In the present study all sub-scales had excellent reliabilities, and the results were 
as follows: Competence (α= .95, SD= 5.38, M= 21.40), integrity (α= .93, SD= 5.28, M= 
24.41), and benevolence (α= .93, SD= 4.58, M= 19.77). 
Intent to leave. The researcher measured intent to leave with the two-item scale 
used by several researchers (i.e., Boezeman & Ellemers, 2007; Boezeman & Ellemers, 
2009; Miller, Powell, & Seltzer, 1990; Vale´au et al., 2013) who have studied intent to 
leave in volunteer-based organizations. The 5-point Likert- type scale (i.e. 1 very 
unlikely, 5 very likely) were adapted to better represent the church context studied in the 
current research (i.e., “How likely is it that you will quit your participation as a member 
in this church within the next 6 months?”). On their study of the relationship between 
volunteers’ pride and organizational respect with intent to remain in the organization, 
Boezeman and Ellemers (2007) reported a Conbrach’s alpha coefficient of .79.  Similarly, 
Boezeman and Ellemers (2009) reported a Conbrach’s alpha coefficient of .76 in their 
study, which was the same obtained in the current study. 
Involvement.  Involvement was measured by a modified version of The Job 
Involvement Questionnaire (JIQ) created by Kanungo (1982) and adapted by McCook 
(2002). In the current study, this 10-item scale was adapted to reflect the church context, 
and included statements such as “Most of my personal life goals are church-oriented” and 
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“I consider my role in the church to be very central to my existence.” Following McCook 
(2002) adaptation, the scale in this study used a 5-point Likert type anchor, ranging from 
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). When used in other studies the JIQ has 
achieved acceptable reliability coefficients of .85 (Chauhan, 2009), and .70 (McCook, 
2002). In the current study, the involvement scale had an excellent Conbrach’s alpha 
coefficient of .90.  Based on the literature review, involvement was controlled in the 
following hypothesis testing. 
Demographics. In order to describe the characteristics of the participants, a 
variety of demographic questions using open ended questions and categorical 
measurements were also added to the survey. These questions included age, gender, race 
or ethnicity, church denomination, number of church members in their church, and years 
that the participants had been part of the church. Additionally, participants were asked 
about the type of change (i.e., leadership, budgetary, new service, etc.) they experienced 
in their church and the state in which their church was located. Finally, participants were 
asked about their level of involvement in the church (“How many hours a week on 
average do you spend participating in your church activities? [Examples: 1 hour, 3.5 
hour, 10 hours, etc.]”).  
Data Analysis 
 After data collection was completed through the online survey software 
(Qualtrics), the data were exported and analyzed using Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS). 
Preliminary analysis. A Pearson product-moment correlation was computed to 
assess the relationship between each variable of this study. The correlation analysis 
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showed that there was a positive correlation between receptivity to change and 
discrepancy (r = .39, n = 197, p < .001), appropriateness (r = .82, n = 198, p < .001), 
efficacy (r = .66, n = 198, p< .001), valence (r = .80, n = 199, p < .001), and principal 
support (r = .64, n = 197, p < .001). Additionally, intent to leave was negatively 
correlated to appropriateness (r = -.52, n = 203, p < .001), efficacy (r = -.48, n = 203, p < 
.001), valence (r = -.51, n = 203, p < .001), and principal support (r = -.49, n = 201, p < 
.001). Discrepancy was not significantly correlated to intent to leave (r = -.08, n = 202, p 
= .25). 
 The Pearson product-moment correlation also showed that there was high 
significant correlations between appropriateness and three of the remaining beliefs 
dimensions, efficacy (r = .74), valence (r = .85), and principal support (r = .70); and 
integrity and each trust dimension, benevolence (r = .87) and competence (r = .83). 
Therefore a collinearity test was conducted to examine tolerances and variance inflation’s 
factors (VIF). According to Pallant (2010), multicollinearity exists when tolerance values 
are less than .10 and VIF values are over 10. Following this criterion, every predictor in 
the study had appropriate tolerance and VIF numbers.  However, Pallant (2010) warns 
researchers that the tolerance and VIF cut off points “still allow for quite high 
correlations between independent variables (above .9), so you should take them only as a 
warning sign and check the correlation matrix” (p. 158). Given the high correlations 
between the above mentioned variables, more rigorous cut off points (tolerance lower 
than .20 and VIF higher than 4 indicate multicollinearity) (O’Brien, 2007) were 
considered to determine multicollinearity. Using such criterion, both appropriateness and 
integrity showed problems with multicollinearity, with tolerance numbers of .19 
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(appropriateness) and .18 (integrity), and VIF> 4.  Consequently, both variables were not 
used for hypothesis testing. After taking the appropriateness dimension from the beliefs 
variable, and the integrity dimension from the trust variable, a second collinearity test 
was conducted. The results showed great improvement in the tolerance and VIF 
coefficient for each variable of beliefs and trust. For details regarding the collinearity 
tests, please see Table B3.1- Table B3.4 (Appendix B).  
 Hypothesis testing. Hypothesis 1 was tested by a multiple regression analysis 
using receptivity to change as the dependent variable and beliefs regarding discrepancy, 
appropriateness, efficacy, valence, and principal support, as the independent variable. 
Likewise, Hypothesis 2 was tested by a multiple regression analysis using intent to leave 
as the dependent variable and beliefs about discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, 
valence, and principal support, as the independent variable. In addition, given that 
involvement can predict intent to leave (Brown, 1996; Khan et al., 2011), involvement 
was controlled when conducting the regression analysis. Lastly, Hypothesis 3 and 4 were 
tested by conducting a mediation analysis using the Mediate macro created by Hayes and 
Preacher (2014). The macro uses multiple regressions, as suggested by Baron and Kenny 
(1986), using receptivity to change (H3) and intent to leave (H4) as the dependent 
variables, belief about discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, principal support, and 
valence, as the independent variable, and trust as the mediator. Additionally, based on the 
correlation analysis, the level of involvement in the church was controlled when testing 
Hypothesis 4.  The macro also conducts Bootstrapping procedures in order to determine 
whether or not the partially mediated variables were indeed mediated (Kenny, 2014; 
Preacher & Hayes, 2004). 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
Hypothesis 1 of this study predicted that church member’s beliefs regarding the 
discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, principal support, and valence of their 
organization’s change plan would be positively associated with the church members’ 
receptivity to the change implemented or to be implemented in their churches (please see 
Figure B1, Appendix B). As explained earlier, after the collinearity test, the 
appropriateness dimension was removed. A multiple linear regression analysis was 
computed using receptivity to change as the dependent variable and the beliefs that 
members had about discrepancy, efficacy, principal support, and valence as independent 
variables. The analysis indicated that church members beliefs explained a significant 
amount of the variance in the value of receptivity to change (F (4, 186) = 105.51, 
Adjusted R2 = .69, p < .001).  
Looking at individual predictors, the results showed that there is a significant 
predictive relationship between the efficacy of the belief dimension and the receptivity to 
change (β = .19, t(190) = 3.10, p < .01). Likewise, receptivity to change was also 
significantly predicted by valence (β = .53, t(190) = 8.35, p < .001) and principal support 
(β = .18, t (190) = 3.04, p < .01). On the other hand, there was no significant relationship 
between discrepancy and the receptivity to change (β = .06, t(190) = 1.72, p >.05). After 
taking discrepancy out of the model, the variance of this model remained very similar 
(F(4, 186) = 105.51, Adjusted R2 = .68, p < .001). Thus, the analysis partially supported 
hypothesis 1, as three of the dimensions of church members beliefs (efficacy, principal 
support, and valence) explained a significant amount of the variance in the value of 
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receptivity to change. For details please see Table B4.1-B4.2 and Figure B2 (Appendix 
B). 
Hypothesis 2 predicted that church members’ beliefs regarding the discrepancy, 
appropriateness, efficacy, principal support, and valence of their organization’s change 
plan would negatively predict intent to leave (please see Figure B3, Appendix B). A 
hierarchical linear regression analysis was computed using intent to leave as the 
dependent variable and the beliefs that members had about discrepancy, efficacy, 
principal support, and valence as independent variables. Similar to the Hypothesis 1 
testing, appropriateness was excluded from this analysis due to multicollinearity issues. 
In addition, the correlation analysis showed a significant relationship between 
involvement and intent to leave (r = -.37, p < .01). Thus, involvement was controlled to 
make sure that the predictors had a direct relationship with intent to leave. Involvement 
was entered at Step 1, explaining 13.4% of the variance in intent to leave. After entering 
each belief dimension (discrepancy, efficacy, and principal support) in Step 2 the total 
variance explained by the model as a whole was 39% (F(5, 187) = 25.46, Adjusted R2 = 
.40, p < .001). Therefore, after controlling for involvement, the beliefs dimensions 
explained 27% (R2 changed= .27) of the variance in intent to leave.  
Given that that beliefs variable had multiple dimensions, the relationship among 
each predictor (discrepancy, efficacy, valence, and principal support) and receptivity to 
change was also analyzed, while controlling for involvement. The results of the 
regression analysis showed that there is a significant predictive relationship between the 
discrepancy of the belief dimension and the intent to leave (β = .18, t(192) = 2.74, p < 
.05). Likewise, intent to leave was also significantly predicted by valence (β = -.36, 
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t(192) = -4.00, p < .001) . On the other hand, there was not a predictive significant 
predictive relationship between efficacy and intent to leave (b = -.15, t(192) = -1.76, p 
>.05); and between principal support and intent to leave (β = -1.37, t(192) = -1.68, p > 
.05). After conducting a new linear regression analysis without efficacy and principal 
support, the variance of this model remained fairly similar (F(3, 194) = 39.15,  Adjusted 
R2 = .38, p < .001). Thus the analysis partially supported Hypothesis 2, as two dimensions 
of church members beliefs (discrepancy and valence) explained a significant amount of 
the variance in the value of intent to leave, after controlling for involvement. For details 
regarding the linear regression for each independent variable, please see Table B5.1-B5.2 
and Figure B4 (Appendix B). 
 Hypothesis 3 in this study stated that the relationship between the church 
members’ beliefs about the discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, principal support, and 
valence, and their receptivity to change will be mediated by the level of trust in their 
leadership (see Figure B5). A mediation analysis was conducted by the Mediate Macro 
developed by Hayes (2013)  to see if trust serves as a mediator in the relationship 
between the independent variable (i.e., beliefs) and the dependent variable (i.e., 
receptivity to change).  The macro runs multiple regressions among the variables as it 
was originally suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986). In addition to the multiple 
regressions, Mediate Macro was originally created to test the total, direct, and indirect 
effect of a mediator(s) in a relationship of a multicategorical independent variable with a 
dependent variable by using bootstrapping method (Hayes & Preacher, 2014); however, 
Hayes (n.d.) has also pointed out that the Mediate macro can also be used with 
multidimensional continuous independent variables, such as the one being tested in the 
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current study. The bootstrapping method was suggested by Preacher and Hayes (2004) 
and supported by Kenny (2014), as an effective way of testing indirect effects of a 
mediator than the Sobel test, which calculates the mediation effect by deriving a t statistic 
and then comparing it with the normal distribution in order to determine its significance 
(Sobel, 1982). Even though the Sobel test has been largely used when testing mediation, 
it has been criticized because its conservative nature produces unreliable results with 
small samples (MacKinnon, Warsi, & Dwyer, 1995). Although the Mediate Macro 
(Hayes & Preacher, 2014) is fairly new, it has been successfully used by several 
researchers testing mediation (e.g., Fetterolf & Rudman, 2014; Matarazzo, Baldassarre, 
Nigro, Cosenza, & Abbamonte , 2014; Mikołajczak & Pietrzak, 2014). 
The model in H3 tested church members’ beliefs (valence, principal support, 
efficacy, and discrepancy) as the independent variable (appropriateness was excluded due 
to multicollinearity issues), receptivity to change as the dependent variable, and two 
dimensions of trust (after dropping integrity due to the multicollinearity issue) as 
Mediator 1 (benevolence) and Mediator 2 (competence). The results of total effects (F(4, 
182) = 110,  Adjusted R2 = .70, p < .001) showed that church members’ beliefs 
significantly predicted receptivity to change. Looking at each dimension of church 
members’ beliefs, the study indicated that valence (β = .59, t (182) = 8.29, p <.001), 
efficacy (β = .27, t (182) = 3.36, p <.001), discrepancy (β = .11, t (182) = 2.02, p <.05), 
and principal support (β = .24, t (182) = 3.03, p <.01) were all significantly correlated 
with receptivity to change.  
The relationship of the independent variable with the mediator was assessed next. 
The results indicated that church members’ beliefs (principal support, efficacy, valence, 
 40 
 
 
and discrepancy) were significantly correlated to benevolence (F(4, 182) = 23.90, 
Adjusted R2 = .33, p < .001) and competence (F(4, 182) = 28.82, Adjusted R2 = .37, p < 
.001). Then, the relationship between the mediator and the dependent variable was 
assessed. The results indicated that neither benevolence (β = 14, t (182) = -2.71, p >.05) 
nor competence (β = -.08, t (182) = -1.01, p >.05) were significantly correlated with 
receptivity to change. Consequently, because trust (benevolence and competence) did not 
predict receptivity to change, it was determined that trust did not have a mediation effect 
on the relationship between church members’ beliefs (principal support, efficacy, 
valence, and discrepancy), with receptivity to change. Therefore, no further mediation 
analysis was done, and it was concluded that Hypothesis 3 was not supported. Please see 
Figure B6 for details on the model. 
Hypothesis 4 in this study suggested that the relationship between church 
members’ beliefs about the discrepancy, efficacy, principal support, and valence 
(appropriateness was excluded due to multicollinearity issues) of their organization’s 
change plan and their intent to leave will be mediated by their trust in their leaders (See 
Figure B7). Similar to Hypothesis 3, Hypothesis 4 was tested by using Hayes and 
Preacher`s (2014) SPSS macro (Mediate). Additionally, due to its significant correlation 
with intent to leave, involvement was also controlled in the model by inserting as a 
covariate. Therefore, valence, principal support, efficacy, and discrepancy were inserted 
in the model as the independent variable, and intent to leave was inserted as the 
dependent variable. Further, trust was inserted as a mediator with benevolence as 
Mediator 1 and competence as Mediator 2. First, the researcher assessed the relationship 
between the independent and dependent variable. The results for the total effect indicated 
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that there was a significant correlation among church members’ beliefs and intent to leave 
(F(5, 184) = 23.70, R2 = .63, p < .001). Looking at each dimension of church members’ 
beliefs, the study indicated that valence (β = -.46, t (184) = -3.94, p <.001) and 
discrepancy (β = .25, t (184) = 2.74, p <.01) were significantly correlated to intent to 
leave; while efficacy (β = -.23, t (142) = -1.73, p >.05) and principal support (β = -.22, t 
(184) = -1.66, p >.05) were not significantly correlated with receptivity to change. The 
relationship of the independent variable with the mediator was assessed next. The results 
indicated that church members’ beliefs (principal support, efficacy, valence, and 
discrepancy) were significantly correlated to benevolence (F(5, 184) = 19.68, R2 = .33, p 
< .001) and competence (F(5, 184) = 22.99, R2 = .37, p < .001).  
 The relationship between the mediator and the dependent variable was also 
assessed. The results indicated that benevolence (β = -.47, t (184) = -3.90, p <.001) was 
significantly correlated to intent to leave, while competence (β = .02, t (184) = .23, p 
>.05) was not significantly correlated with intent to leave (See Figure B8). Therefore, the 
indirect effect of only benevolence was analyzed, using the bootstrapping method with 
bias-corrected confidence estimates (Kenny, 2014; Preacher & Hayes, 2004). In the 
present study, the 95% confidence interval of the indirect effects was obtained with 5000 
bootstrap resamples (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). According to Preacher and Hayes (2008), 
there is a mediation effect when zero cannot be found in the 95 % confidence intervals 
for the indirect (mediated) effect. Results of the mediation analysis indicated that 
benevolence had a partial mediation effect on valence (β = -.14; CI = -.27 to -.04), and an 
indirect effect on principal support (β = -.19; CI = -.34 to -.07). Please see Figures B9 and 
B10 for details. 
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According to the results of this study, benevolence had a partial and indirect 
mediation effect on the relationship of two dimensions of church members’ beliefs 
(principal support and valence) with intent to leave. However, benevolence did not have 
an indirect effect on efficacy nor discrepancy. Additionally, competence did not have a 
mediation effect on the relationships between church members’ beliefs (principal support, 
efficacy, valence, and discrepancy), with intent to leave. Consequently, trust partially 
mediated the relationship of church member’s beliefs and intent to leave only through the 
benevolence dimension. Therefore, the results of the current study partially support 
Hypothesis 4.  
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 
 Implementing change is a complex process, yet leaders in all types of 
organizations must learn how to manage. Churches are one type of organization that are 
constantly experiencing change; from adding new ministries, changes in leadership, to 
building new infrastructure. Church leaders have the difficult task of implementing 
change in a type of organization that is different from organizations with paid employees, 
and that often resists change (Smith & Sellon, 2008). Even though almost half of the 
American population participates in churches (Newport, June, 2010), and there are a total 
of 344,894 congregations in the country (Association of Religious Data Archives, 2012), 
very little research has been conducted about this type of organization. Moreover, little is 
known about how church leaders manage change. Thus, this current study sought to close 
the existing gap in the literature, by shedding light into what effective communication 
strategies should be used by church leaders during organizational change. 
Particularly, this study examined how members’ beliefs regarding discrepancy, 
appropriateness, efficacy, valence, and principal support can predict receptivity to change 
and intent to leave. Additionally, this study sought to find out whether or not trust in 
leadership played a significant role in the relationship between church members’ beliefs 
with receptivity to change and with intent to leave. By focusing on volunteers (i.e., non-
paid organizational members), this study provided much needed insight into the ways 
these organizational members experience receptivity to change and intent to leave, in a 
similar to or a different way than what paid employees experience. The results provided 
empirical knowledge regarding organizational change in volunteer-based organizations 
with significant implications for leaders in a church context. Moreover, this study has 
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added empirical support for research in organizational change focusing on trust and 
beliefs which have not been thoroughly studied.  
The current study had several interesting findings. First of all, the results indicated 
that more than half of the participants experienced leadership changes in their churches. 
Consequently, one could argue that leadership changes are the most common type of 
change that churches experience within their organizations. Although this type of change 
is common, it can often become a very difficult situation for a church; many church 
members who have built strong relationships with their pastors and who have come to 
count on them for the positions they hold in the church may find it extremely difficult to 
accept their departure from the organization. As Mead (2005) points out, the emotions 
associated with grief are likely to be present in the congregation that is losing its pastor – 
unreasonable anger, debilitating depression, simple denial, bargaining, and, with luck, 
acceptance flowing through congregation members – in different proportions, and at 
different times. These are emotional responses to the loss of a pastor, not rational states 
that can be reasoned with or explained. (p. 48) 
Thus, it is natural that many church members would resist the change in 
leadership, and even stop their participation in the congregation (Mead, 2005).  
 According to Mead (2005), when a new pastor comes into a church, it is 
important that he or she does not completely ignore the church’s past and culture. One of 
the common reasons why church members leave their organizations is that they feel as 
though the new pastor disregarded their church’s past, and he or she is changing 
everything. However, Mead also warns new pastors to not completely accept the culture 
and “fit in”. Although this might not provoke resistance to change, this approach may not 
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be the most beneficial one for the organization.  Mead argues that a pastor should be able 
to appreciate the past of the congregation, and from the successes and failures 
experienced in the church, build a new and better future for their new church. This 
process will probably take many communication efforts between the congregation and the 
new leader, but it would bring the most benefits for the organization. 
One can also draw several conclusions from the current study. Firstly, consistent 
with Armenakis and his colleagues’ (Armenakis et al.,1999; Armenakis & Harris, 2002; 
Armenakis et al., 2007) claims, this study indicated that church members/attendees who 
believe that the church is capable of implementing the change (i.e., efficacy), that the 
major leaders and other trusted church members in the organization would support the 
change (i.e., principal support), and that the change would benefit them (i.e., valence), are 
more likely to be receptive towards the change in their churches. However, unlike Torppa 
and Smith’s (2011) study, discrepancy was not related with receptivity to change in this 
study.  
 It may seem peculiar that the beliefs church members had about the need for 
change in their organizations (discrepancy) did not predict receptivity to change; 
however, the change literature has suggested that many organization members may 
believe that a change is needed, yet not agree with the change plan, therefore still be 
resistant to change (Kissler, 1991). Moreover, as discussed earlier, church congregations 
tend to resist change no matter how much the organization needs the change (Mead, 
2005; Smith & Sellon, 2008). Towns (1997) indicates that, besides not understanding the 
need for change, some of the reasons why church members resist change are the 
following: (a) They feel a lack of ownership over the change. (b) They perceive the 
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change as a threat to their habits and patterns. (c) They think the sacrifice is too big. (d) 
They feel a loss of security and control. (e) They are satisfied with the way things are 
going in their church, and (f) they favor tradition. Furthermore, according to Smith and 
Sellon (2008), “when changes begin to take place, even much-desired changes, the 
climate can become highly charged emotionally” (p. 43). Consequently, it may be the 
case that when church members are forming attitudes towards change, acknowledging 
that the change is needed becomes unimportant as they deal with many other emotions 
regarding whether or not the type of change is correct for their congregation, if the church 
will be capable of implementing the change, if other leaders in the church agree with the 
change, and if the change will be beneficial to them.  
 To put the previous argument in context, a church member may agree that their 
church needs to hire a new children’s minister, but they might not agree with the new 
person the church is considering hiring. In addition, it is also possible that church 
members may think that the new minister will bring about negative outcomes for the 
children’s ministry. Furthermore, church members may be influenced by other 
organizational members to believe that the particular new minister is not what the church 
needs. If these hypothetical examples reflect church members’ thoughts about change in 
the church, church leaders should effectively relay messages that will indeed impact their 
beliefs regarding change, and, in turn, increase receptivity to change. Particularly, as 
change literature has pointed out (Armenakis et al., 1999; Self & Schraeder, 2009; 
Torppa & Smith, 2011) – and this study suggests – church leaders should communicate 
messages regarding valence, efficacy, and principal support in order to increase 
receptivity to change.  
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 The findings of this study suggested that among the three significant beliefs that 
predict receptivity to change, valence carried most of the weight (b = .53). This result 
indicated that beliefs regarding valence can significantly impact how church members 
react towards change. Such results support previous research done in the corporate world, 
which link the beliefs employees have to the benefits they will receive from the change 
and their readiness for change (Coch, 1948; Fedor, Caldwell, & Herold, 2006; Herold, 
Fedor, & Caldwell, 2007; Vakola, 2014; van Dam, 2005). The findings regarding valence 
are also consistent with Christian literature. For example, Smith and Sellon (2008) 
suggested the importance of communicating about the place (Bridges, 1991) that people 
will have in the congregation once the change is implemented. In other words, church 
members wonder if the change will be beneficial to them in the church, and whether or 
not the change will have a negative or a positive impact in the role they play or have in 
their congregations; if they believe the change will be beneficial as it relates to their role 
in the church, then they will be more receptive towards change. Therefore, church leaders 
implementing change should  pay special attention to the messages they are sending to 
the congregation about how the change will be beneficial for the organization, and 
especially how the change will be beneficial for the church members. 
 The belief that the church organization is capable of successfully implementing 
the planned change (efficacy) also positively predicted receptivity to change. In other 
words, when church members believed that the organization would be capable of 
implementing the change plan, they were also more receptive towards change. Efficacy 
(i.e., belief that the organization is capable of implementing the change) had a 
standardized beta coefficient of .19, which was significantly less substantial than valence; 
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however, it was the second most important variable in the beliefs model. This finding is 
consistent with other studies with paid employees’ change readiness (e.g., Paré, Sicotte, 
Poba-Nzaou, & Balouzakis, 2011). Additionally, these findings are also consistent with 
Sellon’s (2008) advice regarding communicating about plan and picture (Bridges, 1991). 
Consequently, change leaders in the church should communicate to the congregation the 
way in which the church will implement the change, and the capability of the 
organization to actually follow the plan for the change. For instance, if a church is 
changing locations, the change leaders would need to constantly communicate to the 
members how the plan fits the church’s budget, and how the church activities will 
continue to happen while moving buildings, etc.  
 Closely following efficacy – in terms of importance – principal support also 
significantly predicted receptivity to change, with a standardized beta coefficient of .18. 
In other words, when church members believed that their leaders and respected peers 
supported the change, they were more receptive to change. This finding supported 
previous literature that indicated that managers and other peers’ support for the change 
lead employees to accept the change more easily (Lam & Schaubroeck, 2000; Paré, 
Sicotte, Poba-Nzaou, & Balouzakis, 2011). Although Smith and Sellon (2008) did not 
discuss the importance of principal support when introducing change in a church,  
the results of this study indicated that leaders implementing change in the church need to 
make sure that the their leaders and influential church members are all on board with the 
change plan, as described above.  
Moreover, they also need to make certain that those church members whom the 
congregation respects and whose opinions they value are also on board with the change. 
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Securing principal support during organizational change in the church may be a very 
challenging task, as in the church context many different people can have the power of 
influencing church members’ beliefs; recall that according to Smith and Sellon, “when it 
comes to congregational change every person in the congregation is a leader. Every 
person has a ring of influence, whether or not he or she is aware of it” (p. 36). However, 
official church leaders should find a way to at least get the church members who are 
known to play significant roles in the congregation to be on board with the planned 
change(s). In order to do this, church leaders may have to plan extra meetings with key 
church members, so that they have time to pitch in ideas about the change plan, and they 
also give time to church members to process the proposed change. Church leaders could 
even ask for key members’ participation in the change planning process, as participation 
has been linked to better attitudes toward change (e.g., Bordia et. al, 2004; Frahm & 
Brown, 2007; Smith & Torppa, 2010).  
 The results of this study also indicated that church members’ beliefs significantly 
predicted intent to leave. The model of this study included beliefs regarding discrepancy, 
efficacy, valence, and principal support; appropriateness was not included in the model 
due to multicollinearity issues. In addition, the model also included involvement as a 
control variable because of the significant correlation with intent to leave in the current 
research study. After controlling for involvement, the model as a whole predicted 27% of 
the variance in intent to leave. Particularly, two of the four beliefs tested in the model of 
this study significantly predicted intent to leave. The predictor that carried the most 
weight was valence, with a standardized beta coefficient of -.36. Therefore, when church 
members believed that the change in their church would benefit them, their intent to leave 
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decreased. This is an important finding, as churches struggle to keep their members 
during the times of change due to the conflict that can arise when change occurs 
(Hadaway, 2011). According to the findings in the current study, change leaders in the 
church who wish to decrease church member’s intention to leave the congregation need 
to communicate the benefits that the change will bring to the church members. These 
findings are consistent with research with paid employees such as Marom and Koslowsky 
(2013), who suggested that nurses who experience role ambiguity were more likely to 
have intentions to quit their job. 
 Interestingly, although discrepancy significantly predicted intent to leave, this 
variable positively predicted intention to leave (β = .18); in other words, when church 
members believed there was a need for a change in their congregations, they were more 
likely to have an intention to leave their church. At first this finding may seem 
contradictory to what one may expect, as it would be more logical to think that those 
church members who do not believe the change is needed would be the ones who wanted 
to leave their congregation because they disagree with their church leader(s). However, 
by looking at the literature about change in the church context, one may find a reason 
behind what appears to be odd results. For instance, Smith and Sellon (2008) stated that 
church members want their church to be the one place where they do not have to 
experience change. In addition, as previously discussed, Mead (2005) argues that 
“congregations have a wealth of stability in them. They resist change. They are 
organizations in homeostasis, in equilibrium – they tend to stay put” (p. 79-80). 
Consequently, it is difficult to have church members appreciate and be on board with 
change in their congregation. This is consistent with research that has indicated that 16% 
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of church members, who switched churches, do so because they felt too many changes 
were happening in their church (LifeWay Reserch, 2007). 
 Considering how difficult it is for church members to deal with change, one could 
expect that - for some church members - the recognition that their church must go 
through change may be what leads them to think of leaving the church; if they leave the 
church, they do not have to deal with change. Nevertheless, suggesting that church 
leaders do not communicate about the need for change during organizational change does 
not seem likely to decrease church members’ intentions to leave. Perhaps the way in 
which the need for change is communicated would make a difference in church members’ 
reactions. For example, church leaders may communicate the need for change, and then 
ask church members for input regarding the change plan. Additionally, church leaders 
could stress that the needed change was something that they prayed about and felt  as 
though God was calling them to implement; this is something that change leaders who 
work in other contexts cannot do, but in the church context these words carry a 
significant amount of importance for church members. Still, other variables may also 
influence the relationship between discrepancy and intent to leave. Future studies could 
shed more light into what goes on in the relationship between discrepancy and intent to 
leave in the church context.  
 The researcher also expected that the belief that the church would be capable of 
implementing the change (efficacy) and that the church leaders and respected peers 
supported the change (principal support) would negatively predict intention to leave. 
However, both variables had no significant correlation with intent to leave. These results 
might be explained by the fact that intention to leave is usually a radical response towards 
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a negative experience. It is possible that beliefs regarding efficacy and principal support 
do not significantly impact church members’ life to the point of leading them to think 
about wanting to leave or stay in the organization. On the other hand, it was interesting to 
find that before controlling for involvement, principal support was indeed a significant 
predictor of intent to leave. It appears as though when church members have high levels 
of involvement, their intention to leave (or stay) is not wavered by their beliefs regarding 
principal support. Furthermore, it is possible that when church members are highly 
involved in the organization, their level of commitment is not negatively impacted by 
change; however, this study did not measure level of commitment, therefore the 
researcher cannot have certainty regarding this conclusion.  
 The mediation analysis also produced some interesting results. When testing the 
mediation effect of benevolence on the relationship between principal support and intent 
to leave, principal support had an indirect effect on intent to leave through benevolence. 
This indirect effect is different from a partial or full mediation, where the independent 
variable must be significantly correlated with the dependent variable before mediation 
(Mathieu & Taylor, 2006); an indirect effect is a mediation that occurs when the 
independent variable is not correlated to the dependent variable, however, these two 
variables become significantly correlated when adding the mediator (Mathieu & Taylor, 
2006).  In this study, church members´ beliefs about principal support did not impact 
their intent to leave. However, the results indicated that when church members believe 
that their leaders and respected peers support the change (principal support) their 
intention to stay in the church increases, only if they also perceive their leaders to keep 
their best interest in mind.  
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The study also showed that the relationship between valence and intent to leave 
was partially mediated by perception of leader’s benevolence. Although valence directly 
affects members’ intent to leave, valence also affects benevolence, which, in turn, affects 
members’ intent to leave. Therefore, members who believe the change will benefit them 
are lead to also believe that their church leaders have their best interest in mind, and as a 
result of such beliefs, they are most likely to stay in their congregation while the changes 
are being implemented.  Thus, leaders concerned with losing members when planning to 
implement change should make sure they are perceived to have their church member’s 
best interest in mind (benevolence). These findings are consistent with previous research 
that indicated that credibility played a significant role in the success of the change 
implementation (Pearse, 2011). In order to be perceived as benevolent, church leaders 
could use consultation strategies, as research has indicated that organizational members 
who feel involved in the change process also have more trust in leadership (Morgan & 
Zeffane, 2003). 
 On the other hand, trust (competence and benevolence) did not appear to have a 
mediation effect on the relationship between church member’s beliefs (discrepancy, 
efficacy, principal support, and valence) and their receptivity to change. Church 
members’ trust in their leaders did not have any significant impact on receptivity towards 
change. This was a surprising finding, as previous studies with paid employees suggested 
that trust lowers negative reaction towards change (Oreg, 2006; Oreg & Sverdlik, 2011). 
However, a recent study with employees from a Greek technology company showed that 
the relationship between trust and change readiness was fully mediated by the perceived 
impact of change (Vakola, 2014). In other words, valence was increased by trust in 
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leadership, and it was the direct predictor of readiness for change. The finding of this 
study showed that valence can positively predict trust, but there was no predictive 
relationship between trust and receptivity to change.  
 Practical Applications for Church Leaders 
 As stated earlier, because there were not many empirical studies that investigated 
churches, the results of this study raised a variety of different practical issues for church 
leaders. In addition, one could expect that some of the findings of this study could also be 
beneficial for other volunteer-based organizations (such as the Red Cross) because they 
seem to share some similarities with church congregations when it comes to 
implementing change (e.g. risk of losing members, and active resistance to change). 
Smith and Sellon (2008) had proposed that church leaders implementing change in their 
congregations would benefit from following Bridge’s (1991) communication model 
during change; however, this model had not been empirically tested. The results of this 
study indicated that church leaders who wish to increase receptivity to change and reduce 
intention to leave in their congregations should indeed communicate about plan, place, 
and picture. Among these three messages, place, which relates to valence, appears to be 
most relevant in the church context.  
Messages about place are the ones that answer questions such as “what will my 
role in the church be after this changes?” and “will I still have a place in this 
congregation?” These questions are closely related with beliefs regarding valence 
because in order for church members to believe that the changes in their congregation 
will benefit them (positive valence), they would also have to believe that these changes 
will not alienate them from the roles they play in their church (place). According to the 
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results of this study, messages about valence can greatly benefit the change efforts in 
church congregations, as they strongly relate to receptivity to change and intent to leave. 
 The results of this study indicated that receptivity to change seems to be mostly 
impacted by the beliefs of valence or place; church members who believe the change will 
be beneficial for them have an easier time accepting change in their congregations. The 
belief regarding valence also appeared to be significant when it comes to church members 
intentions to leave the congregations. Those members who believe the change would 
benefit them had lower intentions to leave their congregation. In addition, this study also 
demonstrated that trust in leadership – particularly involving perceived leader’s 
benevolence – played a key role in the impact that valence had in church member’s 
intentions to leave. Consequently, leaders working with church members, or volunteers, 
need to take into consideration the way in which their level of benevolence is perceived 
by their organizational members. 
 Additionally, this study demonstrated that trust in leadership did not have a 
mediating effect between church members’ beliefs and receptivity change because trust 
did not predict receptivity to change. This finding is important for church leaders, as it 
suggests that they should not count on the trust their church members place on them as 
the factor that will make it easier for church members to be receptive towards change. 
Instead, as other findings of this research indicated, church leaders should diligently work 
on communicating about why the change is needed, how the change plan can be 
implemented by the church, and how the changes will benefit the congregation. Among 
these beliefs, it seems as though church leaders should definitely focus on communicating 
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the benefits that the change will bring to their church members; as valence had the 
biggest positive impact on receptivity to change, and negative impact on intent to leave. 
Methodological Contribution 
 Many studies followed Baron and Kenny’s (1986) mediation analysis in past 
decades. However, recent studies have raised the need for another method that allows 
researchers to directly test the significance of indirect effects of a mediator (Preacher & 
Hayes, 2004).  Baron and Kenny’s analysis has received criticism due to a high 
possibility of Type I error (Holmbeck, 2002), which occurs when one erroneously rejects 
a true null hypothesis. In the Baron and Kenny´s method, when one adds a mediator to an 
X to Y model, the very small changes that occur on the absolute size of the coefficient 
can lead to a non-significant path from X to Y; which would indicate there is a full 
mediation, when in reality there might not be one. In addition, some researchers pointed 
out a high possibility of Type II error (e.g., Preacher & Hayes, 2004), which occurs when 
one fails to rejects a false null hypothesis. In Baron and Kenny´s method the addition of 
the mediator may produce a large change in the X to Y path, without showing a major 
drop in the correlation´s significance level. This significance in the correlation is usually 
produced by a large sample size, and mistakenly interpreted as a sign for no mediation. In 
addition, Preacher and Hayes (2004) suggested that “testing the hypothesis of no 
difference between the total effect (c) and the direct effect (c’) more directly addresses 
the mediation hypothesis than does the series of regression analyses recommended by 
Baron and Kenny (1986)” (p. 719). Consequently, this study followed Preacher and 
Hayes (2004; 2013) advice, and used their macro Mediate to test the indirect effect of 
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trust in the relationship of church members’ beliefs with receptivity to change and intent 
to leave. 
  Preacher and Hayes’ Mediate macro was originally built to test mediation with 
multicategorical independent variables; However, Hayes (n.d) has indicated that this 
macro can also be used to test multidimensional variables, such as the independent 
variable in this study. Mediate macro uses bootstrapping method to find the indirect 
effect of trust; this method has been proved to be more effective than the most commonly 
used Sobel test (Kenny, 2014; Preacher & Hayes, 2004). By using Hayes and Preacher 
method (2014), this study was able to find the indirect effect and the partial mediation 
effect of trust in the relationship of principal support and valence with intent to leave. 
This study contributed to mediation research because it provides an example for those 
looking to test mediation with the Mediate macro. More importantly, this study might be 
one of few that have tested a model with a multidimensional independent variables (the 
researcher did not find any examples in the extant literature). 
Limitations 
The current study had a number of limitations that should be considered in 
interpreting the results.  First, the sample size was acceptable (208 participant) with a 
diverse group of people in terms of types of change, denominations, church size, and 
locations. However, they were homogeneous in terms of gender, ethnicity and age. The 
majority of the participants were females (75.8%), Caucasian (92.8%), and ages 18-33 
(56.7%). In addition, the majority of them were from medium size churches (62.5%) and 
going through leadership changes (59.6%). Consequently, the current study might not 
reflect the reality of all church members from all church types that are going through 
 58 
 
 
change. However, some of the numbers do represent the majority of the church 
participants in the US. For instance, the National Congregation Study (Chaves & 
Anderson, 2008) indicates that the majority of the churches in the US reported to have 51 
to 71 percent female membership in their church. Additionally, the same study reports 
that most churches in the US have more than 50% of Caucasian representation in their 
congregations. Lastly, similar to this study, most church members in the US attend 
medium size churches (Chaves & Anderson, 2008). Therefore, some of the homogeneity 
of the present study does reflect the reality of most churches in the US.  
One possible reason for the age homogeneity would be that this study was 
conducted by an online survey, and the youngest group had the largest number of 
participants (N = 118), whereas the oldest group had the smallest number of participants 
(N = 5).Similar to the literature that shows younger people are more acquainted with 
using computers than older people (Czaja et al., 2006) and therefore, may find it easier to 
take an online survey. A pencil and paper survey may have attracted older generations to 
participate in this study. However, as stated earlier, collecting data online allowed the 
researcher to reach out to many more people than would have been possible if the survey 
would not have been accessible on the internet.  
 Multicollinearity also added limitations to this study. The researcher found 
multicollinearity issues in the independent variable (i.e., church members’ beliefs) and in 
the mediator (i.e., trust in leadership). As a result, appropriateness, which was one 
dimension of belief, was not able to be included in the analysis. Although Armenakis et 
al. (1999) indicated that beliefs about discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, valence, and 
principal support were all distinctive dimensions, it appears as though participants in this 
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study may have found the questions regarding appropriateness to be too similar to the 
questions regarding the other dimensions; thus, generating multicollinearity issues. 
Nevertheless, unlike Torppa and Smith (2011) who found multicollinearity among four of 
the five dimensions, this study was able to analyze the individual contributions of 
discrepancy, efficacy, valence, and principal support.  
  The integrity dimension in the trust variable also presented multicollinearity. 
Although some studies have shown that integrity, benevolence, and competence are 
distinctive dimensions of trust (e.g., Mayer & Davis, 1999; Schoorman, Mayer, & Davis, 
1996a), and free of multicollinearity issues (Tan & Tan, 2000) –  some studies have 
reported multicollinearity among the trust dimensions (e.g., Colquitt, Scott, & Lepine, 
2007; Mayer & Gavin, 2005). Future studies may find it beneficial to use a different scale 
for measuring trust, or this scale needs to improve.  
Future Directions 
 The current study opened many doors for future directions. First, the study 
indicated that church member’s beliefs, particularly about valence, principal support, and 
efficacy, can significantly predict church members’ attitudes towards change. In addition, 
this study suggested that certain beliefs (valence and discrepancy) can also impact church 
members’ intention to leave the organization, and that trust in leadership plays an 
important role when church members evaluate whether or not to stay in the organization. 
Future studies with a larger sample size that includes different churches could attempt to 
distinguish if the different type of change makes different change beliefs more salient 
than the ones found in this study. For example, future studies could compare changes in 
leadership with changes in ministries (adding or deleting ministries). Furthermore, studies 
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could also differentiate between the size of the church and the denomination of the 
church to see how the different change beliefs impact church members’ receptivity to 
change and intention to leave in a similar or different way. In addition, it would be 
interesting to see how the hypotheses of this particular study test on one singular church 
that is going through change as the research is conducted.  
 Additionally, given the particular characteristics that churches present when 
compared to other types of organization, such as the members’ privilege/right to voice 
their disagreements with leadership, it would be important to test other communication 
variables that may affect the receptivity to change of church members. For instance, the 
number of times church leaders held meetings to talk about the change, the involvement 
that church members had in coming up with the change plan, and the type of channels 
(e.g., emails, face-to-face meetings, newsletters ,etc.) that church leaders used to 
communicate the change, could better illuminate the communication factors that help 
church members to become more receptive towards change in their congregation.  
 Lastly, trust in the organization, in addition to trust in leadership, will provide 
insight on how trust interacts with receptivity to change and intent to leave. As it has been 
researched in the corporate world, trust in leadership is different than trust in the 
organization. For example, organizational trust is linked to the perception of justice and 
organizational support (Tan & Tan, 2000). In addition, Tan and Tan reported that trust in 
organization was strongly correlated to higher organizational commitment, and lower 
intentions to leave. Considering that church members participate in the organization 
because they share the values of the organization, and that they may have higher 
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organizational identification than employees do, it would be interesting to see how trust 
in the organization impacts church members’ receptivity to change and intent to leave. 
Conclusion 
 Organizational change is a complex process that warrants much thought and 
preparation from managers and organizational leaders. The current study provided 
contributions to the organizational change literature by investigating a volunteer based 
organization such as the church. Findings of this study are significant for church leaders 
and volunteer based organizations leaders as it provides with many practical implications 
for them to follow in order to effectively manage change in their organizations. Despite 
some of the limitations, this study shed light on this important yet overlooked context and 
provided guidance for church leaders who need to implement change in their 
congregations. Given the importance that churches have in the USA, the researcher hopes 
that more scholars are compelled to study the different communication phenomenon in 
this context. Furthermore, the researcher hopes that this study encourages change 
management scholars to study how change communication strategies work in volunteer-
based organizations, and how we can better help those leaders to successfully implement 
change. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 62 
 
 
APPENDIX A: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
Survey Questionnaire: Organizational Change in the Church Context 
 
In order to take the following survey, please think of one church you attend/attended that 
is experiencing or has experience change in the past. Changes may include, but are not 
limited to: change in leadership, building new infrastructure, change in budget, change in 
operations, significant change in the format of services, losing infrastructure, social 
changes (e.g. gay marriage, abortion, etc.), change in location, change in mission 
statement, change in church programs, etc. If this does not apply to you, please defer 
from taking this survey as all the questions below will pertain to your 
opinion/feelings/attitudes about change in the church. 
 
What type of change your church is facing or did face (to respond to this survey)? 
(Drop down options) 
 
Change in leadership 
Building new infrastructure 
Change in budget  
Change in operations 
Change in the format of services 
Losing infrastructure 
Social changes (e.g. gay marriage, abortion, etc.) 
Change in church location 
Change in mission statement 
Change in church programs 
Adding a new ministry 
Deleting a ministry  
Other: (please specify:____________) 
 
 
When did the above change happen? (Drop-down options: current, within 1 year, 
within the last 2 years, other (please specify________ )  
 
Please select the state in which your church (for this survey) is located?  
(Drop down options)
Alabama  
Alaska  
Arizona  
Arkansas  
California  
Colorado  
Connecticut  
Delaware  
Florida  
Georgia  
Hawaii  
Idaho  
Illinois Indiana  
Iowa  
Kansas  
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Kentucky  
Louisiana  
Maine  
Maryland  
Massachusetts  
Michigan  
Minnesota  
Mississippi  
Missouri  
Montana Nebraska  
Nevada  
New Hampshire  
New Jersey  
New Mexico  
New York  
North Carolina  
North Dakota  
Ohio  
Oklahoma  
Oregon  
Pennsylvania Rhode 
Island  
South Carolina  
South Dakota  
Tennessee  
Texas  
Utah  
Vermont  
Virginia  
Washington  
West Virginia  
Wisconsin  
Wyoming 
 
Please select the denomination of your church (for this survey): 
 
Catholic 
Disciples of Christ  
Eastern Orthodox 
Church 
Lutheran 
Anglican  
Presbyterian 
Methodist 
Baptist 
Pentecostal 
Adventist 
Quaker  
Jewish 
Messianic Judaism 
 Latter Day Saints 
Salvation Army  
Other (please 
specify:_________)
 
On average, how many people attend your church in a regular service?  
(Drop down box: 50-fewer, 51-300, 301-2,000, more than 2,000). 
 
What is your age? __( drop down box: 18- 33, 34 -49, 50-68, 69-86,  87 or above) 
_____ 
 
How long have you been attending the church you are referring to in this survey 
___________ 
 
What is your gender: (Drop down box:  (Female) (Male) (Others)) 
 
What is your ethnicity: (Drop down box: Caucasian, African American, Hispanic, 
Asian, Other) 
 
How many hours a week in average do you spend participating in your church 
activities? (Examples: 1 hour, 3.5 hour, 10 hours, etc. )_______hour(s)
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Response choices: (1)Strongly Disagree; (2)Disagree; (3)Neither Agree/Disagree; 
(4)Agree; (5)Strongly Agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
This change in my church will 
benefit me.  
 
     
I believe the proposed change will have a favorable effect 
on our church’s operations. 
 
     
Most of my respected peers embrace the proposed change 
in this church. 
     
We have/had the capability to implement the change that 
is initiated.  
 
     
We needed to change the way we did some things in this 
church.  
 
     
With this change in my church, I will experience more 
self-fulfillment.  
 
     
The top leaders in this church are/were “walking 
the talk.”  
 
     
The change implemented will improve the performance 
of our church.  
 
     
 
We can implement this change.       
We needed to improve the way we operated in this 
church. 
     
The top leaders in our church support this 
change.  
 
     
The change that we are implementing is correct for our 
situation.  
 
     
I am capable of successfully performing my member’s 
duties with the proposed organizational change. 
     
We need to improve the effectiveness of our church by 
implementing change. 
     
This change will increase my feelings of 
accomplishment.  
 
     
The majority of my respected peers are dedicated to 
making this change work.  
 
     
When I think about this change, I realize it is appropriate 
for our church. 
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I believe we can successfully implement this 
change.  
 
     
A change is needed to improve our church’s 
operations. 
 
     
My immediate leader is in favor of this 
change.  
 
     
This organizational change will prove to be best for our 
situation.  
 
     
We have the capability to successfully implement this 
change. 
 
     
We need to improve our church’s performance by 
implementing an organizational change. 
     
My immediate leader encourages me to support the 
change.  
 
     
I resist the changes in my 
church.  
 
     
I don’t like the changes that have been 
suggested.  
 
     
The changes in my church frustrate 
me.  
 
     
I would suggest something like these changes for my 
church.  
 
     
Most of the changes are 
irritating.  
 
 
     
I hesitate to press for such 
changes. 
 
     
Please think of the leader (examples: pastor, priest, 
reverend, etc) who is implementing change in your 
church when responding to the following questions: 
     
 My leader is very capable of performing their job.      
My leader is known to be successful at the things they try 
to do. 
     
My leader has much knowledge about the work that needs 
to be done. 
     
I feel very confident about my leader.      
My leader has specialized capabilities that can increase 
our church performance. 
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My leader is very well qualified.       
My leader is very concerned about my welfare.      
My needs and desires are very important to my leader.      
My leader would not knowingly do anything to hurt me.       
My leader really looks out for what is important to me.       
My leader would go out of their way to help me.      
My leader has a strong sense of justice.      
I never have to wonder if my leader will stick to their 
word. 
     
My leader tries hard to be fair in dealings with others.       
My leader’s actions and behaviors are not very consistent.       
I like my leader’s values.      
Sound principles seem to guide my leader’s behaviors.      
The most important things that happen to me involve my 
role in the church 
     
To me, my role in the church is only a small part of who I 
am.(R)  
     
I am very much involved personally in my church.      
I live, eat, and breathe my church.       
Most of my interests are centered around my church.       
I have very strong ties with my present church that would 
be very difficult to break.  
     
Usually I feel detached from my role in the church.(R)  
 
     
Most of my personal life goals are church-oriented.       
I consider my role in the church to be very central to my 
existence.  
     
I like to be absorbed in my role in my church most of the 
time. 
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Response choices: (1) Very Unlikely; (2)Unlikely; (3)Neither Unlikely nor Likely; 
(4)Likely; (5)Very Likely 
 1 2 3 4 5 
How likely is it that you will quit your participation as a 
member in this church within the next 6 months? 
     
How likely is it that you will continue your participation 
as a member of this church for the next 2 years? 
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APPENDIX B: TABLES AND FIGURES 
             Table B1.1 
 
Frequencies for Gender, Age, and Ethnicity of Participants 
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Table B1.2  
                                            States Represented  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
States Frequency Percent 
Arkansas 1 .5 
California 1 .5 
Florida 1 .5 
Georgia 25 12.0 
Illinois 2 1.0 
Indiana 1 .5 
Kentucky 130 62.5 
Maryland 2 1.0 
Michigan 1 .5 
Minnesota 2 1.0 
Montana 2 1.0 
New York 1 .5 
North 
Carolina 
2 1.0 
Ohio 12 5.8 
South 
Carolina 
4 1.9 
Tennessee 4 1.9 
Texas 8 3.8 
Virginia 3 1.4 
Wisconsin 5 2.4 
Total 207 95.5 
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  Table B1.3  
    Church Denominations Represented  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
          Table B1.4  
        Additional Church Denominations Represented  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                          
Church Denomination N % 
Catholic 11 5.3 
Disciples of Christ 26 12.5 
Baptist 102 49.0 
Non-denominational Church 19 9.1 
Methodist 24 11.5 
Anglican 1 .5 
Presbyterian 5 2.4 
Lutheran 8 3.8 
Pentecostal 1 .5 
Other 11 5.2 
Total 208 100.0 
Other Denominations N % 
Acts 2 Network 1 .5 
American Baptist/United Church of 
Christ 
1 .5 
Assembly of God 1 .5 
Church of Christ 4 1.9 
Church Of God 1 .5 
Episcopalian 1 .5 
First Christian 1 .5 
Independent Christian Church 1 .5 
Total 11 100 
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   Table B1.5  
                                    Frequencies for Church Sizes Represented  
Church Members  N % 
50 – Fewer 20 9.6 
51 – 300 130 62.5 
301 - 2,000 51 24.5 
More than 2,000 7 3.4 
Total 208 100.0 
 
  Table B1.6 
              Frequencies for Members’Time Belonging to Their Church 
 
 
 
     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Time in the church  N Time in the church  N 
1 month  1 20 years 7 
3 months  2 21 years 2 
5 months 2 22 years 1 
6 months 2 23 years  6 
7 months 1 24 years  2 
1 year  18 25 years  5 
2 years  9 26 years 4 
3 years 14 27 years 2 
4 years  19 30 years  2 
5 years  13 31 years  1 
6 years  7 33 years 1 
7 years 11 35 years 3 
8 years 5 37 years 1 
9 years 4 38 years 1 
10 years 17 40 years 4 
11 years 5 45 years 1 
12 years 3 48 years 1 
13 years 2 49 years 1 
14 years 3 50 years 2 
15 years 8 53 years 1 
16 years 2 57 years 1 
17 years 4 58 years 1 
18 years 4     
    Total 206 
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                    Table B1.7  
           Frequencies for Participants’ Hours Spent in Church Activities  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                Table B1.8 
                 Frequencies for Type of Change Represented  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Participation in Church  
Hours N Hours N 
0 3 12 3 
1 33 13 1 
2 30 15 1 
3 35 20 2 
4 35 30 1 
5 28 35 1 
6 8 37 1 
7 4 40 2 
8 5 45 1 
9 1 50 1 
10 11 60 1 
                                                          Total                208 
Type of Change N % 
Change in Leadership 124 59.6 
Building new Infrastructure 17 8.2 
Change in Budget 11 5.3 
Change in Operations 3 1.4 
Change in the Format of Services 8 3.8 
Losing Infrastructure 1 .5 
Social Changes  11 5.3 
Change in Church Location 5 2.4 
Change in Mission Statement 2 1.0 
Change in Church Programs 9 4.3 
Adding a new Ministry 4 1.9 
Deleting Ministry 4 1.9 
Other:  9 4.3 
Total 208 100 
 73 
 
 
 
Table B1.9 
Frequencies for Additional Changes Rrepresented  
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Table B2  
Bivariate Correlation among All Testing Variables 
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Table B3.1 
     Multicollinearity Analysis for the Beliefs Variable with All Dimensions 
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Table B3.2 
         Multicollinearity Analysis for the Beliefs Variable without Appropriateness 
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      Table B3.3 
              Multicollinearity Analysis for the Trust Variable with All Dimensions 
  Correlations 
Receptivity to 
Change 
Intent to Leave 
Variables 1 2 3 Tolerance VIF Tolerance VIF 
1 Competence 1   .30 3.30 .31 3.26 
2 Benevolence .77**   1  .23 4.37 .23 4.25 
3 Integrity 
 
.83** 
 87** 1 .18 5.47 .18 5.40 
    Note: **p< .01 
         Table B3.4 
            Correlation and Multicollinearity Analysis for the Trust Variable without Integrity  
  Correlations Receptivity to Change Intent to Leave 
Variables 1 2 Tolerance VIF Tolerance VIF 
1 Competence 1  .40 2.48 .41 2.43 
2 Benevolence .77** 1 .40 2.48 .41 2.42 
    Note: **p< .01 
     Table B4.1 
                                    Linear Regression Analysis for Receptivity to Change 
 
  
 
 
 
   Note: ***p < .001;* *p < .01;*p < .05 
 
Figure B1 
              Hypothesis 1  
 
                       
 
            
  
Variables       Β       t N 
Discrepancy     .18 1.73 197 
Efficacy .19** 3.1 198 
Principal Support .18** 3.04 197 
Valence   .53*** 8.35 199 
Church 
Members’ Beliefs: 
  Efficacy  
  Valence  
  Principal Support 
  Discrepancy 
   
Receptivity to Change 
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           Figure B2 
            Linear Regression Analysis for Receptivity to Change 
  
           Church Members’ Beliefs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
           Note: ***p < .001; **p < .01;*p < .05 
              
                    Table B4.2 
                              Linear Regression Analysis for Receptivity to Change without  
                             Discrepancy 
 
 
 
 
 
   Note: **p< .001                        
 
                    Table B5.1 
                              Linear Regression Analysis for Intent to Lleave 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     
Variables       Β       t N 
Efficacy .18** 3.00 198 
Principal Support .17** 2.89 197 
Valence .58** 10.34 199 
Variables       Β       t N 
Discrepancy      .18* 2.74 197 
Efficacy     -.15 -0.76 198 
Principal Support     -.14 -1.67 197 
Valence    -.36*** -4.00 199 
Note: a. ***p < .001; **p < .01;*p < .05 
         b. Involvement was controlled in this model 
 
Valence Receptivity to Change 
Efficacy 
Principal Support 
.53*** 
Discrepancy 
.19** 
.18** 
.06 
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               Figure B3 
                        Hypothesis 2 tested  
                         
              
  
 
 
                Figure B4 
                        Linear Regression Analysis for Intent to Leave 
    Church Members’ Beliefs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                             Note: ***p < .001; **p < .01;*p < .05 
                    Table B5.2 
              Linear Regression Analysis forIintent to Leave without Efficacy 
                      and Principal Support 
 
 
 
 
                     Note: **p< .001         
        
         
                   
Variables       Β       t N 
Discrepancy     .23**  3.58 197 
Valence    -.56** -8.60 199 
Valence Intent to Leave 
Efficacy 
Principal Support 
-.36*** 
Discrepancy 
-.15 
-1.37 
.18* 
Church 
Members’ Beliefs: 
  Efficacy  
  Valence  
  Principal Support 
  Discrepancy 
 
Intent to Leave 
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      Figure B5 
        Suggested Mediation Model  for Receptivity to Change 
 
 
 
 
 
Receptivity to Change 
Trust Dimensions  
Benevolence  
Competence 
Church 
Members’ Beliefs: 
  Efficacy  
  Valence  
  Principal Support 
  Discrepancy 
 
 
List each 
dimension here. 
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        Figure B6 
             Final Mediation Model for Receptivity to Change 
 
           Trust 
 
 
 
 
   Church Members’ Beliefs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                    
          Trust 
    
 
    Note: ***p < .001; **p < .01;*p < .05 
 
         
 
 
 
 
 
.11* 
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Receptivity to Change Valence 
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.59*** 
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.30*** 
-.02 
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-.08 
.14 
 82 
 
 
 
 
                  Figure B7 
        Suggested Mediation Model for Intent to Leave  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Church 
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  Efficacy  
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  Discrepancy 
Intent to Leave 
Trust Dimensions 
Benevolence 
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      Figure B8 
           Final Mediation Model for Intent to Leave  
 
       Trust 
 
 
 
      Members’ Beliefs 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
         Trust 
 
    Note: ***p < .001; **p < .01;*p < .05 
                         
  
Benevolence 
Competence 
Intent to Leave Valence 
Efficacy 
Principal Support 
-.46*** 
Discrepancy 
-.23 
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.29**
* 
.00 -.14* .40**
* 
    -
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1 
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.03 
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Figure B9 
   Partial Mediation Effect of Benevolence in the Relationship   
  between Valence and Intent to Leave  
      Trust 
 
 
 
  Member’s Beliefs 
 
  Note: a. Model reports unstandardized beta coefficients 
            b. ***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05 
                                  c. Involvement was controlled in this model 
 
 
            Figure B10 
 
             Benevolence as a Mediator between Principal Support and Intent to Leave  
Trust 
 
       
                            Members’ Beliefs  
 
            
                      Note: a. Model reports unstandardized beta coefficients 
          b. ***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05 
                                c. Involvement was controlled in this model 
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APPENDIX C: MESSAGE TO PASTORS 
 
 
Dear Pastor,  
 
I hope you are having a great week. My name is Daniela Fuentes and I am a graduate 
student in the Department of Communication at Western Kentucky University. I am 
writing to you today because I am conducting a research study for my Thesis, which 
focuses on organizational change in the church context. It is my main goal to find out 
effective strategies when communicating with church members/attendees about change so 
that church leaders can implement change successfully. I am hoping that you could help 
me to find many participants for my study. The participants for this research will be 
asked to take a 10-12 minute online survey (a copy is attached to this email), and they 
will be able to think of a current or past change they may have experienced in your 
church or in their former churches. Changes may include, but are not limited to: change 
in leadership, building new infrastructure, change in budget, change in operations, 
significant change in the format of services, losing infrastructure, social changes (e.g. gay 
marriage, abortion, etc.), change in location, change in mission statement, change in 
church programs, etc. The survey will be anonymous.  The participants will also have a 
chance to win a $25 dollar gift card as an incentive to take the survey.  I would be able to 
report the results in a general format, if it helps your congregation in the future. 
  
I would very much appreciate it if you could serve as a liaison between your church 
attendees and me, by either sharing the link to my survey or allowing me to share it with 
them via email. I truly believe this research could become very useful to many church 
leaders and congregations that will experience change.  
 
Survey Link: https://wku.co1.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_0vzAbQUD401zLAF 
  
 
I hope that you could help me recruiting participants. Please feel free to contact me or my 
advisor, Dr. Kumi Ishii (kumi.ishii@wku.edu), if you have any questions about my 
research project. 
Blessings, 
  
Daniela Fuentes 
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